Introduction
Human capital means the knowledge, abilities and skill set of the people possessed that enables them to create or add value in the economic system of the world. The global human capital Index of 2015, 2016 and 2017 ranks 124 to 130 countries on how effectively the human capital is being developed on a scale of 0 (worst) to 100 (best) across four thematic dimensionscapacity (level of formal education of younger and older generations as a result of past education investment), deployment (skills application and accumulation among the adult population), development (formal education of the nextgeneration workforce and continued up-skilling and re-skilling of the current workforce) and know-how (breadth and depth of specialized skills use at work). Harry (2010) also tried to define human capital development as the 'totality of efforts aimed at developing and grooming of human beings so as to present them fit and qualified to be productive to themselves, in particular, and the society, in general'.
Human capital is not defined solely through formal education and skilling. In the long term perspective it grows through use and depreciates by non-use across people's lifetimes.
In the context of need and significance of human capital, Oladeji and Adebayo (1996) have opined that the human capital is the epicenter of economic development process.
The research works of Harry (2010) , Satope (2012) and Ajibade (2013) are of the opinion that human resource is the most crucial factor that determines the organizational performance. This has been proved in the study of Fadi (2014) and he found that Taiwan, Hong Kong, and Singapore have become major exporters of a sophisticated range of products (value-added manufacturing activities) because of not only growth of human capital but also upgrading the skill set on the part of the employees. The quality growth of human capital indicates the growth of intellectual capital. Oladeji (2014) in a study finds human capital as a major factor for planning longrun and sustainable economic growth.
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Review of Literature
The major assumption is that schooling is the only source with which human capital is measured. School level education gives the foundation but higher education and technical training and research and innovation all will have significant influence on the growth of human and intellectual capital. According to World Bank and other development agencies health and nutrition also develop and improve human capital. The study of Bloom, Canning, & Jamison (2004) reveals that good health and micro nutrients increases the effectiveness of the children and which in turn boost human capital. Also the research work by Miguel and Kremer (2004) , says worms in school children affects their health and learning which the deterrent of the growth of human capital is. Further Bundy (2005) discloses through his research that malaria and other health issues directly damage human capital. Gomes-Neto, Hanushek, Leite, & Frota-Bezzera (1997) had disclosed the similar observation.
A strong and positive correlation is observed between human capital and labor production by many researchers. A detailed research by Angel De la Fuente (2003) discloses that one year additional education/training due to technological progress increases labor productivity by 6.2% in the EU countries and resulting 3.1% economic growth in the long term. Thus the presence of literature on human capital reveals the education level has an impact both positive and negative on human capital. Innovation through higher education and good health has significant and positive impact on human capital. There are meager or no research studies stated as follows: a) Human capital in relation to continental regions b) Human capital in relation to different income levels of the nations c) Human capital in relation to cultural differences proposed by Hofstede's 5 dimensional models
Statement of Problem
The following are the research gaps identified based on the review of literature:
This paper probes the degree of Human capital index changes in continental regions, among the groups of the nations with different levels of per capita income and different crosscultural models proposed by Hofstede's.
Objectives of the Study
The following are the objectives of the research paper: 
Research Design
The research frame-work of the research paper is as follows:
a) Data Type, Source, Collection & Period
Basically the secondary data is the base for the research work. The major source of the data is "Global Human Capital Report (GHCR) of 2015, 2016 and 2017. Scores of human capital is given nation-wise in the scale of 0 to 100 (where 0=worst, and 100=best). The scores of human capital are collected nation-wise for three year (2015, 2016 and 2017) period.
b) Period of the Data
The data is collected for the period, namely 2015, 2016 and 2017 from the Global Human Capital Reports.
c) Data Classification & Tabulation
The scores of Human capital nation-wise (collected data) is classified based on: The list of countries under each dimension with their respective scores is collected from Hofstede's website, namely,https://www.hofstede-insights.com/product/comparecountries/ and classified and tabulated for further analyses.
d) Research Hypotheses:
The following are the research null hypotheses to test to dig the hidden insights to prescribe effective policies and strategies:
1. There is no significant difference in the mean scores of global human capital among the periods, namely 2015, 2016 and 2017 given that the data (mean scores) are arranged as per the continental regions.
2. There is no significant difference in the mean scores of global human capital among the continental regions.
3. There is no significant difference in the mean scores of global human capital among the four groups of nations as per the per capita income.
4. There is no significant difference in the mean scores of human capital in Individual (IDV) oriented cultural countries among the periods, namely 2015, 2016 and 2017. 
g) Limitations of the Study:
Hofstede's five cultural dimensions are taken to group the nations. But GLOBE research had developed and revealed more than five dimensions but the base was Hofstede's concept only. However due to globalization and technology growth cultural convergence happening which could be a limiting factor of the research from the perspective of cultural analysis.
Research Results
The following are the results of the study:
In table 1, the mean score of Global Human Capital (GHC) is presented. It is observed that the mean score is highest in 2016 with 67.81 out of 100 and is fallen down to 61.53 in 2017. This implies that more than 38% of human potential is not developed into human capital. Further it indicates that human capital index is dwindling. 1. It is observed that there is no significant difference in the mean score of GHC among the three years.
2. Global human capital mean score among the continental regions found to be varying significantly among the regions. Continental regions are significant.
3. Global human capital mean score differs significantly among the four groups of nations with varied per capita income.
4. Global human capital mean score differs significantly among the countries of IDV culture for the three year periods.
5. Global human capital mean score fluctuates significantly among the countries of Team Culture for the three year periods.
6. Global human capital means score do differ significantly between IDV & Team cultured countries for the three year periods.
7. There is significant difference in global human capital mean score among the countries of HPDI culture for the three year periods.
8. There is significant difference in global human capital mean score among the countries of LPDI culture for the three year periods.
9. There is significant difference in global human capital mean score between HPDI&LPDI cultured countries for the three year periods.
10. Global human capital mean score differs significantly among the countries of Masculine dominated culture for the three year periods.
11. Global human capital mean score differs significantly among the countries of Feminine dominated culture for the three year periods.
12.
Global human capital mean score does not differ significantly between Masculine & Feminine cultured countries for the three year periods.
13.
Global human capital mean score differs significantly among the countries of High UAI culture for the three year periods.
14. There is no significant difference in global human capital mean score among the countries of LUAI Culture for the three year periods.
15.
Global human capital mean score does not differ significantly between HUAI & LUAI cultured countries for the three year periods.
16. There is no significant difference in global human capital mean score between the countries of LTO and STO Culture for the three year periods.
Implications
The following are the implications drawn based on the results of the research study:
1. The mean score of human capital at the global level is just 61% out of 100 point scale, implying that business world is able to draw 61% of Human capital. The gap is 39% which is substantial and necessitates the development of the human capital for the development of global economy. 
Suggestions
The following are the strategies recommended for the improvement of human capital to boost up the global economy: a. Continental regional economic development: There is a dearth of need of regional economic development at continental level. Hence the governments at the nationslevel, continental regional associations such as OECD, UNESCO, G-20, South Asia Pacific Region, BRICS, SAARC and etc. come forward with economic, technological, social and political initiatives for the upliftment of backward regions in terms of increase of human capital quantitatively and qualitatively.
b. Focus on advanced education with technology base:
The policy makers of every country, irrespective of the regions, continents and cultures, should focus in bringing new education policy and execute global standard education to its youth with global exposure to make them fit for global business houses.
c. Effective health care policies: Cost effective health care facility is utmost important for all the countries who are lagging behind the global average in terms of GHC mean score.
d. Acculturation to adopt good practices: IDV and LPDI cultures do have more than 70% as their mean score of human capital. Hence the good practices of these are to be followed in the other culture. This can be achieved if it is included in the curriculum of higher education and hence the youth of the nations can adopt those practices effectively to enhance human capital.
e. Effective execution of gender equity policy: In this research it is found that masculine dominated culture and feminine dominated culture do not have any significant impact on the mean score of human capital. The countries can effectively implement the gender equity policy to be recognized in the world economy and thereby can gain economic and technology support from global associations.
f. Cultural Diversity& Cross-cultural Convergence:
The countries of low human capital should open-up by having all types of tie-ups with those countries of high human capital to learn and improve their people's skill set on parlance with the global standards by way of different collaborations such as; technical collaborations, partnerships, MOUs to stimulate economic, social and business activities, thereby cultural diversity and cultural convergence will take place.
Scope for Future Research
The scope for future research topics are listed as follows:
